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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance for the above-identified application are respectfully 
requested. Claims 1-32 are pending, wherein independent claims 1, 8, 12, 18, 22, and 27 have 
been amended, dependent claims 4, 6, 7, 13, 16, 17, 23, 25, and 31 have been amended, claims 5, 
20, and 1 1 have been cancelled, and claims 33-39 have been withdrawn. 

The present invention is directed to a modular cabinet that is lightweight, sturdy, and easy 
to assemble. The advantages of the present invention are accomplished in part by the 
configuration of a plurality of posts that are connected to a top member and a bottom member to 
form a fi-ame. The posts have grooves and a channel that allow a user to easily assemble the 
cabinet and allow drawers, doors, and/or shelves to be interchangeably attached to the frame. 
The configuration of the posts and the side panels maximizes the interior space of the cabinet and 
minimizes the size of the cabinet when the cabinet is broken down and compacted for shipping 
or storage purposes. 

Claims 1-5, 7, 12-23, 25-27, and 29-32 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by US Patent 5,647,650 to Daugherty. Daugherty teaches a modular cabinet 
system that includes a plurality of interior posts. The interior posts include 4 "radially extending 
equally spaced apart flanges" that form longitudinal slots, col. 7, lines 38-39. Figure 3 of the 
Daugherty reference illustrates the Daugherty post and is reproduced below. 
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As can be seen in Figure 3, the flanges 14 extend away from the center of the post and are 
positioned around the post with equal spacing to form slots 26. The configuration and size of the 
slots in Daugherty tend to require a large post, increased weight, waste material, and cause 
wasted space within the interior of the cabinet. 

Independent claims 1, 12, 18, 22, and 27 have been amended to fiirther define the 
structure of the post of the present invention. In particular, claims 1, 12, 18, 22, and 27 as 
amended require (i) a first longitudinal panel groove, (ii) a second longitudinal panel groove, (iii) 
a longitudinal channel configured to receive a shelf bracket or a drawer bracket, and (iv) flat 
panels that can be received in the panel grooves. 

The post shown in Figure 5B of the present application illustrates an exemplary structure 
according to the present invention. Figure 5B is reproduced below. 



Page 12 of 16 



Application No. 10/683,884 

Amendment "A" dated August 17, 2006 

Reply to Office Action mailed December 12, 2005 




Figure 5B 

Figure 5B shows panel grooves 64a and 64b and flat panels 28b and 28c received in the 
respective panel grooves. A longitudinal channel is disposed between the panel grooves. 

The arrangement of panel grooves and channels as claimed in claims 1, 12, 18, 22, and 27 
is not taught or suggested in Daugherty. In particular, the panels connecting to the post in 
Daugherty are not flat. The panels in Daugherty have edges with intricate shapes that slide into 
the grooves defined by flanges 14. These intricate shapes are difficult to make and/or limit the 
type of material that the panel can be made from {e.g. blow molded plastic). In the claims as 
amended the panels are flat and the panel grooves axe configured to receive the flat panels. 

One of skill in the art would not be motivated to modify the panels in Daugherty. Flat 
panels would not function with posts taught by Daugherty since the grooves are so wide. In 
addition, the Daugherty post has the grooves for the two exterior panels at 1 80 degrees fi:om each 
other. Flat panels would not work with the post described in Daugherty because the panels 
would form a line rather than an enclosure. Furthermore, there is no teaching or motivation in 
the art to modify the panels of Daugherty to be flat or to modify the posts in Daugherty to 
receive a flat panel. For at least these reasons, applicant beheves claims 1, 12, 18, 22, and 27 are 
allowable over Daugherty. 
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Claims 1, 12, 18, 22, and 27 as amended are also patentable over US patent 5,921,647 to 
Schneider alone or in combination with Daugherty. Schneider teaches a modular cabinet that 
uses solid posts with grooves formed in them for receiving panels. Schneider however does not 
teach a longitudinal channel configured to receive a shelf bracket or a drawer bracket. Schneider 
shows a plurality of holes where pins 93 can be inserted to support a shelf (col. 8, lines 26-28). 
Claims 1, 12, 18, 22, and 27, as amended, each require a longitudinal channel configured to 
receive a shelf bracket or a drawer. There is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to modify the 
posts in Schneider to have a longitudinal chaimel since Schneider aheady provides holes and 
pins. Consequently, Apphcant beheves claims 1, 12, 18, 22, and 27 are patentable over 
Schneider alone or in combination with Daugherty. 

In addition to the amendments mentioned above, Independent claim 12 has also been 
amended to require that the panel grooves form a slit and that the panel received in the sht has a 
thickness that is about the same thickness as the slit or larger such that the slit engages both sides 
of the panel. Support for this amendment can be found in the application at paragraph [066]. 
Daugherty does not teach or suggest using slits to shdably receive a panel that has a thickness of 
about the same or larger as the slit such that the slit engages both sides of the panel. For this 
additional reason, claim 12 is patentable over Daugherty. 

Independent claims 18 and 27 have been amended to require the longitudinal channel 
between the panel grooves. Support for this amendment is shown in Figure 5B. Daugherty does 
not teach a longitudinal channel that is between the panel grooves. Rather, Daugherty teaches 
that the flanges 14 of Daugherty are disposed on the periphery of a cylindrical tube, which 
results in all the slots being formed around a periphery. None of the slots in Daugherty is 
between any of the others. 
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The configuration of the panel grooves and channel claimed in amended claims 18 and 27 
is advantageous because it minimizes the volume of the post without compromising strength. In 
addition, placing the channel between the panel grooves can better position the channel for 
mounting drawers and shelves. If the channel is between the panel grooves, the channel is 
recessed into the post as compared to the slot for supporting drawers and shelves in Daugherty. 
The recessed channel allows maximum use of space within the cabinet. For these additional 
reasons, claims 18 and 27 are patentable over Daugherty. 

Independent claim 8 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over Daugherty (5,647,650) in 
view of US Patent 5,368,380 to Mottmiller. Mottmiller was cited for its teaching of receptacles 
in a top member and a bottom member to receive pivot pins of a door. Office Action T| 14. To 
further distinguish the present invention over Daugherty and Mottmiller, independent claim 8 has 
been amended to claim at least one post with a door flange formed longitudinally therein. 
Support for a door flange and a door panel received by the door flange can be found iii the 
application at paragraph [077] and Figure 6A. Amended claim 8 also requires a door panel that 
is received by the door flange. Neither Daugherty nor Mottmiller teaches a longitudinal flange 
on a post or a door panel that is received by the door flange. Consequently, since neither of these 
references teaches the structure claimed in claim 8, the combination of these references also does 
not teach the claimed structure. Applicant beUeves that claim 8 as amended is now allowable 
over the references cited in the Office Action. 

The remainder of the claims rejected in the office action are dependent claims that 
depend from independent claim 1, 8, 12, 18, 22, or 27. These claims are at least allowable over 
the prior art of record for the same reasons that independent claims 1, 8, 12, 18, 22, and 27 are 
allowable. 



Page 15 of 16 



Application No. 10/683,884 

Amendment "A" dated August 17, 2006 

Reply to Office Action mailed December 12, 2005 

Claims 7, 17, 25, and 31 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112 for indefmiteness for 
claiming a method and a kit. These same claims were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 for 
claiming a method in a product claim. Claims 7, 17, 25 and 31 have been amended to claim a kit 
and have been amended so as to no longer include method steps. The Apphcant believes that the 
claims as amended are not indefinite and are proper statutory subject matter. 

In the event that the Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
appUcation that may be clarified through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to 
contact the undersigned attorney. 



Dated this 17 day of A^^'^ uJ* <^00 £ r Aiaril-. 



Respectfully submitted, 




ANDREW S. HANSEN 
Registration No. 56,370 
Attorneys for Applicant 
Customer No. 022913 
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